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REMARKS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application, in light of the preceding amendments and 
following remarks, is respectfully requested. Claims 1-34 are pending in this application. 
Claims 8, 14, and 23 have been amended to correct the typographical errors that the Examiner 
noted. Claim 35 is newly presented. 

Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 101 

Claims 1-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as being directed to non-statutory subject 
matter. Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

The Examiner rejects claims 1-34 because they appear to claim abstract ideas and fail to 
provide a useful, concrete, and tangible result. Applicants note that manipulation of data 
representing physical objects or activities to be transformed outside of the computer into 
computer data qualifies as statutory subject matter for process claims under § 101. See, e.g. . 
Arrhythmia Research Technology, Inc. v. Corazonix Corp. , 958 F.2d 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1992) 
(holding that a method claim analyzing data representing heart behavior in order to determine 
cardiac health is within § 101); State Street Bank & Trust Co. v. Signature Financial Group, Inc. , 
149 F.3d 1368 (Fed. Cir. 1998) (holding that the transformation of data representing discrete 
dollar amounts through a series of mathematical calculations into a final share price is within § 
101). The current claims are directed towards receiving "design inputs" representing several 
physical objects and their characteristics, for example control rod position and fuel bundle age. 
The claims further disclose manipulating these inputs with a simulator to generate potential 
reactor operating outputs consisting of other physical objects and activities. The claims thus 
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recite patentable subject matter in that they transform input data of physical objects and 
characteristics into a reactor response and simulation. 

Applicants further note that processes that result in independent physical transformation 
or acts qualify as patentable subject matter under 35 U. S. C. § 101. Specifically, if "a physical 
transformation occurs outside the computer, a disclosure that permits a skilled artisan to practice 
the claimed invention, i.e., to put it to a practical use, is sufficient." (emphasis added). Claims 
34 and 35 both recite physical actions, viz., operating a nuclear reactor and its components, to be 
undertaken based on the simulation-generating methods disclosed in the application. Because of 
these claimed external physical actions, in addition to other practical actions to perform in light 
of the claims and specification as a whole, applicants respectfully submit that the claims qualify 
as patentable subject matter. In light of these observations, applicants respectfully request 
reconsideration of Examiner's rejection of claims under § 101. 

Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 102 

Claims 1-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Russell (EP 
1 1 13457 Al). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Applicants note that Russell claims a method of computation to generate control variables 

that indicate optimum fuel bundle placement based on input of reactor and fuel characteristics. 

The present application, however, is directed to a method of using the invention disclosed in 

Russell - or any other similarly qualifying invention - to simulate reactor operation. Russell 

teaches how to generate response surfaces from design inputs; independent claim 1 specifically 

recites "receiving user input to modify one or more design inputs used in creating a response 

surface." Russell does not disclose or suggest such modifications. The differences between 
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claim 1 and Russell are even more pronounced in light of their ability to produce real-time 
results. Because claim 1 "generates] a reactor simulation based on the . . . modified design 
input" real-time reactor responses can be generated, as claimed in claims 5 and 22. In light of 
these observations, applicants respectfully request reconsideration of Examiner's rejections 
under § 102(b). 



Accordingly, in view of the above amendments and remarks, reconsideration of the 
objections and rejections and allowance of each of claims 1-35 in connection with the present 
application is earnestly solicited. 

Should there be any outstanding matters that need to be resolved in the present 
application, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact Gary D. Yacura at the telephone 
number of the undersigned below. 

If necessary, the Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, concurrent, and future 
replies, to charge payment or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 08-0750 for any 
additional fees required under 37 C.F.R. § 1.16 or under 37 C.F.R. § 1.17; particularly, extension 
of time fees. 



CONCLUSION 




Respectfully submitted, 
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